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DETAILED ACTION 

1. Claims 1-29 are pending. 
Claims 30-33 are cancelled. 

Continued Examination Under 37 CFR 1.114 

2. A request for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, including the 
fee set forth in 37 CFR 1. 17(e), was filed in this application after final rejection. 
Since this application is eligible for continued examination under 37 CFR 

1.1 14, and the fee set forth in 37 CFR 1.17(e) has been timely paid, the finality 
of the previous Office action has been withdrawn pursuant to 37 CFR 1.1 14. 
Applicant's submission filed on 10/2/2007 has been entered. 



Response to Arguments 

3. Applicant's arguments filed 9/4/07 have been fully considered but they 
are not persuasive. 

Regarding the argument on pg.8, where Ryan determines the recording of 
the digital content is unauthorized, the recording is disabled which does not 
suggest the claimed alterations of the digital content that are visually 
perceptible in a recorded version of the content. Examiner traverses this 
argument because the claimed invention merely includes altering image 
content where the altered content is visually perceptible in a recorded version. 
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The claimed does not recite or define authentication/ authorization for the 
alteration of the image content. Plus, there is no limitation of the recording is 
protected or unprotected, whether during the altering of the image content is 
authorized or unauthorized, or the time frame the content is within the 
rendering unit. Then the claimed invention does not have any bearing on 
whether recording in an authorized /unauthorized manner and when or if the 
recording is disabled or altered under a particular condition. As long as prior 
art reads on altering the image content and that is visually perceptible in a 
recorded version. 

Further, claim 1 and 7 broadly claims altering the image content within 
the rendering unit in response to tags in a data stream. The claimed altering 
image content can broadly be interpreted as any of the following adding a 
watermark, encoding, compression, adding field markers or tags, or any data 
that changes the original image content (col.5, lines 4455 and col. 6, lines 45- 
55). The claimed rendering unit can broadly be interpreted as cable television 
system or set top device that supplies video to a subscriber, VCR, or recording 
circuitry such as a tape/ disc recorder (col. 6, lines 38-40 and col. 9, lines 35- 
40). Hence, when applying the Ryan reference, the alterations of image content 
can be encoding video material or adding a watermark at the cable television 
system head end (co.5, lines 38-62), the black box adds a tag to the video 
(col. 9, lines 45-60), or changing the copy-once bit to copy-never value during 
recording at the recording circuitry (col. 6, lines 13-20 and 38-42), etc. Ryan 
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discloses allowing the first generation recording being made, the video being 
recorded is modified on the recording (col. 4, line 67 -col. 5, line 5). The 
compliant recorder strips off the all the original field markers (col. 9, lines 60- 
63) and is then played on a player (or recorder) and this video is played 
through the black box. Ryan also discusses the black box outputting the video 
where this video can be recorded by the compliant recorder which will output a 
second generation video recording having no field markers but still being 
viewable (col. 10, lines 1-5 and 15-20). The video being played, viewable, or 
output to a recording obviously suggests viewable video. Therefore, Ryan reads 
on the claimed alterations of the image content are visually perceptible in a 
recorded version thereof. 

As for combining Ryan with Fukushima, is to teach content is not 
visually perceptible for real time display. Fukushima discusses the prior art 
cannot display image in real time due to heavy calculation load resulting in 
unnatural images which intermittently displayed frame by frame. This requires 
a special purpose processor and circuit, thus would be costly and the 
apparatus scale increases (col.l, lines 42-47). Therefore, it would have been 
obvious for a person of ordinary skills in the art the Ryan and Fukushima 
combination teaches the alterations of the digital content are not visually 
perceptible for real-time display because due to heavy calculation load 
resulting in unnatural images which intermittently displayed frame by frame 
and requires a special purpose processor and circuit (col.l, lines 42-47). 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC §103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or 
described as set forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject 
matter sought to be patented and the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole 
would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person having ordinary 
skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by 
the manner in which the invention was made. 

4. Claims 1-14 and 20-29 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Ryan, et al. (US 6,374,036), and further in view of 
Fukushima (US 6,388,638). 
As per claim 1: 

Ryan discloses a method for protecting digital content, comprising: 

providing digital content organized by frames to a rendering unit; and 
(col.4, lines 26-33) 

altering image content (col. 3, lines 1-21 and col. 11, lines 17-23) within 
the rendering unit in response to tags in a data stream provided thereto (col.5, 
lines 42-67 and col.9, lines 45-67), wherein the image content is a portion of 
the digital content visible to a viewer (col. 10, lines 58-64 and col. 11, lines 3- 
10) , and [the alterations -of the image content are not visually perceptible for 
real-time display] but are visually perceptible in a recorded version thereof. 
(col.6, lines 45-55 and col.8, lines 18-20 and col. 10, lines 1-35) 

Ryan discloses that a hacker could not easily modify a video signal to 
force a particular attribute value without seriously degrading the entertainment 
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value of the program. Thus, it is obvious that Ryan's intention is to prevent 
viewing of the video if modifications were made. Such that a watermark is need 
to allow the user to view the recorded version (col. 6, lines 45-50 and col. 7, lines 
40-42). Thus, it is obvious Ryan discloses the video frames are visually 
perceptible in a recorded version thereof. However, Ryan fails to discuss the 
alterations of the digital content are not visually perceptible for real-time 
display. 

Fukushima discloses displaying images that have been recorded and able 
to change its display contents (col.l, lines 5-8 and 30-35). Fukushima 
discusses the prior art cannot display image in real time due to heavy 
calculation load resulting in unnatural images which intermittently displayed 
frame by frame. This requires a special purpose processor and circuit, thus 
would be costly and the apparatus scale increases (col.l, lines 42-47). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious for a person of ordinary skills in 
the art to combine Ryan to teach alterations of digital content are visually 
perceptible in a recorded version with Fukushima to teach the alterations of 
the digital content are not visually perceptible for real-time display because due 
to heavy calculation load resulting in unnatural images which intermittently 
displayed frame by frame and requires a special purpose processor and circuit 
(col.l, lines 42-47). 

As per claim 2: see Ryan on col.5, lines 41-45; discloses the method, 
according to claim 1, wherein the step of altering comprises randomly selecting 
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frames for alteration. 

As per claim 3: see Ryan on col.7, lines 10-20; discloses the method, 
according to claim 1, wherein altering comprises removing at least one object 
visible to the viewer from a frame. 

As per claim 4: see Ryan on col.7, lines 18-20; discloses the method, 
according to claim 1, wherein altering comprises relocating at least one object 
visible to the viewer in a frame. 

As per claim 5: see Ryan on col.7, lines 18-20; discloses the method, 
according to claim 1, wherein altering comprises adding at least one object 
visible to the viewer to a frame. 

As per claim 6: see Ryan on col.2, lines 40-41 and col.5, lines 64-67; 

discloses the method, according to claim 5, wherein the rendering unit is a 
graphics processing unit. 
As per claim 7: 

Ryan discloses a device for protecting digital content, comprising: 
a rendering unit configured to detect tags in a data stream (col.5, lines 
42-67 and col.9, lines 45-67) and to associate the detected tags with 
commands for altering image content (col. 3, lines 1-21 and col. 11, lines 17- 
23), wherein the image content is a portion of the digital content visible to a 
viewer (col. 10, lines 58-64 and col. 11, lines 3-10) . and [the alterations of the 
image content are not visually perceptible for real-time displavl but are visually 
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perceptible in a recorded version thereof, (col.6, lines 45-55 and col.8, lines 
18-20 and col. 10, lines 1-35) 

Ryan discloses that a hacker could not easily modify a video signal to 
force a particular attribute value without seriously degrading the entertainment 
value of the program. Thus, it is obvious that Ryan's intention is to prevent 
viewing of the video if modifications were made. Such that a watermark is need 
to allow the user to view the recorded version (col.7, lines 5-12 and col.6, lines 
45-50). Thus, it is obvious Ryan discloses the video frames are visually 
perceptible in a recorded version thereof. However, Ryan fails to discuss the 
alterations of the digital content are not visually perceptible for real-time 
display. 

Fukushima discloses displaying images that have been recorded and able 
to change its display contents (col.l, lines 5-8 and 30-35). Fukushima 
discusses the prior art cannot display image in real time due to heavy 
calculation load resulting in unnatural images which intermittently displayed 
frame by frame. This requires a special purpose processor and circuit, thus 
would be costly and the apparatus scale increases (col.l, lines 42-47). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious for a person of ordinary skills in 
the art to combine Ryan to teach alterations of digital content are visually 
perceptible in a recorded version with Fukushima to teach the alterations of 
the digital content are not visually perceptible for real-time display because due 
to heavy calculation load resulting in unnatural images which intermittently 
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displayed frame by frame and requires a special purpose processor and circuit 
(col. 1, lines 42-47). 

As per claim 8: see Ryan on col.6, lines 28-38; discloses the device, 
according to claim 7, wherein the rendering unit includes a table for storing 
symbols used when associating the detected tags with the commands. 
As per claim 9: see Ryan on col.6, lines 39-42; discloses the device, 
according to claim 8, wherein the rendering unit comprises memory for storing 
overlays for alteration of the image content. 

As per claim 10: see Ryan on col.5, lines 42-45; discloses the device, 
according to claim 8, wherein the rendering unit comprises a random number 
generator for randomly selecting when to apply the commands. 
As per claim 11: see Ryan on col.5, lines 15-25; discloses the device, 
according to claim 10, wherein the random number generator randomly selects 
when to apply overlays. 

As per claim 12: see Ryan on col.6, lines 48-50; discloses the device, 
according to claim 10, wherein the rendering unit comprises a decryptor. 
As per claim 13: see Ryan on col.3, lines 43-45; discloses the device, 
according to claim 10, wherein the rendering unit is configured to detect 
watermarks and to alter image frames in response to detected watermarks. 
As per claim 14: see Ryan on col.3, lines 43-45; discloses the device, 
according to claim 10, wherein the rendering unit detects watermarks and 
provides a graphical user interface in response to at least one detected 



Application/ Control Number: 10/690,860 Page 10 

Art Unit: 2135 

watermark. 

As per claim 20: see Ryan on col.3, lines 24-26; discloses the device, 
according to claim 10, wherein the device is a digital video camera. 
As per claim 21: see Ryan on col.3, lines 24-26 and col.4, lines 1-4; 

discloses the device, according to claim 10, wherein the device is a digital video 
disc recorder. 

As per claim 22: see Ryan on col.3, lines 24-26 and col.4, lines 1-4; 

discloses the device, according to claim 10, wherein the device is a compact 
disc recorder. 

As per claim 23: see Ryan on col.3, lines 24-26 and col.4, lines 1-4; 

discloses the recording device, according to claim 10, wherein the device is a 
hard disk drive recorder. 

As per claim 24: see Ryan on col.3, lines 24-26 and col.7, lines 49-50; 

discloses the device, according to claim 10, wherein the device is a digital tape 
drive recorder. 

As per claim 25: see Ryan on col.3, lines 24-26 and col.7, lines 49-50; 

discloses the device, according to claim 10, wherein the device is a floppy disk 
drive recorder. 

As per claim 26: see Ryan on col.3, lines 24-26 and col.4, lines 1-4; 

discloses the device, according to claim 10, wherein the device is a solid state 
memory recorder. 

As per claim 27: see Ryan on col.4, lines 1-4; discloses the device, according 
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to claim 10, wherein the device is a computer. 

As per claim 28: see Ryan on col.4, lines 1-4; discloses the device, according 
to claim 10, wherein the device is a monitor. 

As per claim 29: see Ryan on col. 3, line 67 - col.4, line 4; discloses the 
device, according to claim 10, wherein the device is a television. 

Claim Rejections ■ 35 USC §103 

the following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or . 
described as set forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject 
matter sought to be patented and the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole 
would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person having ordinary 
skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by 
the manner in which the invention was made. 

5. Claims 15-19 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
anticipated by Ryan, et al. (US 6,374,036), and in further view of Rhodes, 
et al. (US 5,432,900). 
As per claim 15: 

Ryan discloses a device for protecting digital content, comprising a 
rendering unit configured to detect tags in a data stream (col.3, lines 43-45) 
and to associate the detected tags with commands for altering image content 
(col.5, lines 42-67 and col.6, lines 7-12 and 21-51). However, Ryan did not 
include the graphical user interface. 
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Rhodes discloses application software interfaces with system software 
through a graphics application program interface (API), a video API, and an 
audio API (col. 2, lines 46-48). Therefore, it would have been obvious for a 
person of ordinary skills in the art to modify Ryan to include the API as taught 
in Rhodes because the APIs provide high level functional interface for the 
manipulation of graphics, video, and audio information (col. 2, lines 49-51). 
As per claim 16: see Ryan on col.3, lines 23-30; discloses the device, 
according to claim 15, wherein the graphical user interface provides a data 
entry block for entry of a key. 

As per claim 17: see Ryan on col.6, lines 25-29; discloses the device, 
according to claim 16, wherein the rendering unit is configured to down sample 
in response to a failure to enter an acceptable key. 

As per claim 18: see Ryan on col.4, lines 62-64; discloses the device, 
according to claim 16, wherein the rendering unit is configured to disable 
recording in response to a failure to enter an acceptable key. 
As per claim 19: see Ryan on col.3, lines 15-18; discloses the device, 
according to claim 16, wherein the rendering unit is configured to randomly 
alter the selected frames in response to a failure to enter an acceptable key. 
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Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to LEYNNA T. HA whose telephone number is (571) 272- 
3851. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday - Thursday (7:00 - 5:00PM). 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Kim Vu can be reached on (571) 272-3859. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR 
only. For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. 
Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the 
Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like 
assistance from a USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated 
information system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 



